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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

The examiner acknowledges the amending of claims 1, 11, 16, 18, as well as the 
cancellation of claims 3, 12-14, 17, 25-36, and addition of new claims 38-45. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-10 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The examiner agrees that the references applied in the previous rejections of 
claims 11-36 do not properly read on these, or the new claims, and the previous 
rejection of the non-cancelled claims is withdrawn. 

Please see below for new rejections to claims 1-10. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-2, 4-7, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Muller-Horsche (US 5247534). 

With respect to claim 1 , Muller-Horsche teaches an electrode structure for a gas 
discharge laser comprising: an elongated electrode body capable of functioning as one 
of an anode and a cathode in order to energize a gas mixture in the discharge chamber 
(fig.1 #10a), the electrode body including a central nose portion (fig.1 #10a, portion not 
covered by #16a) and at least one shoulder portion extending away from the nose 
portion (fig.1 #10a, portions on either side of nose, covered by #16a); and an elongated 
insulating spoiler coupled with the shoulder portion of said electrode body (fig.1 
#16/1 6a, col.4 lines 54-58) and configured to define an arcuate region which terminates 
at said central nose portion (spoilers on either side of nose form bow shaped region, 
fig.1) in order to reduce arcing between the shoulder portion and a component of the 
discharge chamber (insulating material would reduce arcing to other components such 
as #28/28a) and minimize turbulence across the electrode body (less resistance due to 
bow shape). Muller-Horsche does not teach the insulating spoilers to be ceramic. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
use a ceramic (insulating) material to comprise the insulating spoiler of Muller-Horsche 
as Mueller-Horsche teaches the use of ceramics for electrical insulation in other areas 
of the laser device (col.7 lines 30-33). 
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With respect to claim 2, Muller-Horsche teaches the electrode structure as 
outlined in the rejection to claim 1, and further teaches the electrode body (fig.1 #10a + 
24) has a channel for accepting a tongue portion of an insulating member (fig.1 #16). 

With respect to claim 4, Muller-Horsche teaches the nose portion of the electrode 
body has a length that provides for a proper discharge while limiting the effect on a flow 
of the gas mixture in the discharge chamber (proper discharge is inherently present or 
the device would not operate, shape of the electrode is smooth facilitating clean path for 
the gas to flow over). 

With respect to claim 5, Muller-Horsche teaches a portion of the ceramic spoiler 
exposed to the gas mixture has a substantially smooth finish (interior sides near 
electrodes has a flat surface which would facilitate gas flow), in order to minimize 
turbulence in the gas mixture. 

With respect to claim 6, Muller-Horsche teaches at least a portion of the ceramic 
spoiler exposed to the gas mixture is shaped to tangentially follow a flow of gas mixture 
through the discharge chamber (interior sides near electrodes has a flat surface which 
would facilitate gas flow). 

With respect to claims 7 and 10, Muller-Horsche teaches the electrode 
structure as outlined in the rejection to claim 1 , and further teaches a mounting structure 
(constituted by the walls of the channel in the electrode body, and reinforced by the 
pressure cover #26, and the capacitors #22, flexible in that the holder is stable for 
various pressures - col.4 lines 62-68) for holding the tongue portion of the insulator. 
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Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Muller- 
Horsche in view of Fein et al. (US 4122411). 

With respect to claim 8, Muller-Horsche teaches the electrode structure as 
outlined in the rejection to claim 7, but does not teach the use of a clip in the tongue and 
channel connection. Fein teaches a gas laser wherein a clip mount is used to attach a 
ceramic to an electrode (fig. 12, col. 16 lines 21-37, 44-48). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the mounting 
structure of Muller-Horsche with the clip mount of Fein in order to stabilize the insulator 
in the proper position (Fein, col. 16 lines 44-48). 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Muller- 
Horsche and further in view of Malburg et al. (US 4257012). 

With respect to claim 9, Muller-Horsche teaches the electrode structure as 
outlined in the rejection to claim 7, but does not teach the mounting structure to be 
made of a Copper-Beryllium alloy and to be covered by nickel. Malburg teaches an 
assembly for a gas laser wherein a Copper-Beryllium alloy and nickel plating is used 
(col. 3 line 18, col.4 line 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the electrode structure of Muller-Horsche with 
the Copper-Beryllium alloy of Malburg in order to use a material with good heat 
conducting and strength properties (Malburg, col. 3 lines 15-18), and plate with nickel in 
order to prevent corrosion (col. 3-4 lines 65-3). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 11, 15-16, 18-24, 37, and 38-45 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 

Claims 1 1, 38, and 42 are believed to be allowable as an electrode/spoiler 
configuration for a gas laser system having the specific shapes and connection types 
was not found to be in the prior art, or an obvious combination of the prior art. Namely 
the electrode shoulder channel having a narrow opening, tapered to a wider width, with 
the ceramic spoiler piece having the opposite shape (projection, narrow near to the bulk 
of the spoiler and wide near the end) in order to slide into the electrode channel and to 
be secured via a spring attachment was found to be non-obvious in regards to the prior 
art. Prior art such as Muller-Horsche (US 5247534) or Caristi et al. (US 3921097) teach 
electrode channels with spoiler projections, but not tapered or utilizing spring 
connections. Fleurov et al. (US 6466602) teaches an electrode support (fig. 19) which 
has a tapered shape, similar, but opposite to the instant invention, and used in a 
different configuration, and is not secured via a spring attachment. 

Claims 15-16, 18-24, 37, 39-41, and 43-45 are allowable as they depend from 
allowable claims 1 1 , 38 and 42. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. For the reasons stated above, Caristi (US 3921097) and Fleurov 
(US 6466602) are thought to be pertinent. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tod T. Van Roy whose telephone number is (571)272- 
8447. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Minsun Harvey can be reached on (571)272-1835. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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